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INTRODtJCTION 

School administrators involved, in the large-scale implementatioi 



lorj^ 
/the 



of innovative programs often overlook the feelings and opinions of/ 
person responsible for tlje actual implementation of the program, the 
classroom tfeacher. No matter how carefully designed a program is, it 
cannot be said to be teacher proof. In addit/.on, it is usually 
practically and financially impossible for project ma:nagement to insure 
that the program is being inplemented as designed once it has been broadly 
disseminated. Therefore, in order to aid in the proper administration of 
a program at the very least a program should be undertaken to monitor 
teachers' opinions of the programs. ^ y 

The purpose of this study was to assess teachers' general attitudes 
towards the compensatoliry education pro^rapTs they were required to teach 
during, the nine months preceding the artoinistration of this survey. It 
was hoped that suqh a survey, would^proviji^e information to help correct ,^ 
shortcomings in the project ma^gement-^eacher relationship. ^ ' 

In order to fully und^starid the results of this study^it is necessary 
tQ reV±€W the sitqation/yhich existed--in the 50 Title I schools of the Dalllas 
Independent School District (DISD) during the 1975-76 school year.. Teachers 
in kindergarten thrc^gh ithird grade in each of these schools had a minimtim 
of three (and soijfe -as many as six) compensatory education programs resident 
in, their classes. Programs In reading, mathematics, and sOcial studies Ivere 
presentiittif^(ach of these classes.. In additioti," some, classes al^o had I 
programs in bilingual education, music, art , affective education, and science. 
By state*" and federal guidelines these programs were considered supplementary 

■ . ■./ . . ■ " ' • ■ ■ -,. ^ ■ . - 



to the regular curriculum., 'As such, these programs were to be Caught in 

addition to rather than inst*?ad of the regularr curriculum. Based upon 

a simple comparison between the amount of time required to teach the 

regular and supplementary programs and the length of the soliool day it was 

. - . / 
found that the task was impossible. » j 

Process evaluation performed* by the Department of Research and Evalua- 
tioh indicated that the teachers felt frustrated by the f^ct that they 
were not completing their assigned task. They also ,felt that the training 
they received on the ;praper implementation of these projects was . inadequate 

This study assessed .the concerns of the DISD Title I teachers at the 

* • i ^ , 

end of the school year. 



METHOD 

4 

Subjects 

The sample consisted 61 all first, second, and third grade teachers 
in 25 Title I schools in the Dallas Independent School District. At 
these three grade leXrels, every teacher was required to teach at least 
thyee compensatory programs in reading, science, and* mathematics in addl— 
tioti to the District's basal curricula. Two hundred and fifty-six (256) 
teachers responded to the questionnaire which was about 90% of the teachers 

in the sample. . ^ • v * > 

<■ > 

' ■ ' ' ^ ■ ' - " . .1 

Instrument . , » *. 

The Concerns Questionnaire Vas based on the Stages of Concern Check- 
list deyeloped by Hall and Rutherford (1975) . The ^34-item questionnaire 
gathers information relevant to teacher concerns about new programs in 
areas of management, ciegrke of personal involvement and impact on students. 
Teachers are instructed to respond to* the concerns items on a 9-point scale 
of "not true of me now"* to "very true of me now." The teacher responds by 
marking an answer sheet bubble following each statement*. For example: 

. • . ' ■ ^. ■• .. ' - ' ■ ' ' ■ r. ■ 

I am concerned about students' attitude toward 
these programs 12 3 4 5 6 7 /-^^^ 9 
The questionnaire further identifies sex, age, highest degree, gr^de level 
taught, number of years in teaching, percentage instruqtiorial ti^ne for 
supplementary programs, and a general attitude toward Titl§^ I programs.^ ^ 



Procedure 



The questionnai^'es were distributed to* the teachers and the responses 

, . . . , ^ '■ , ■ ■ ^ • 

collected during the first two weeks of May, 1976. Distribution ^nd, response 
^collection was accomplished through the interschool mailing /^ystem. The : 
response sheets were run through an opscan system and the responses tpabulat-ed 
arid recorded on computer tape. ^ \ \ 




RESULTS ^ 

/ • ' 

Of the 256 questionnaires returned 248 were retained for further 
analysis. Eight questionnaires were eliminated because they were completed 

in such a manner as to make meaningful analysis impossible. 

» 

Demographic dafa were collected on the respondents in the following . 
areas: , ' j ^ ^ 

1. grade •level 

2. ' age 

3. highest degree 
A crosstabulation of these results areS, given in Table 1 




Table L 



Demographic Crosstabiilation of Respondents 



Grade 





















K 


.1 


2 


3 




Degree 


^ Si 

Age 










' • i ^ 




20-29 


14 . 


34 


31 


>• 14 






30-39 . 


3 


13 


10 


8 

• 


t 


Bachelors 


40*49 .' 




6 


« 

5. 






■ t 

V 


50-59 






4 


3 






60-over 




4 ' 


1 

1 


1 






S 

20 * 

30 


3 
4 


9. 


• ^ 
2 

" 8 


5 • 


4 


'"^^.Masters 


40 


2 . • 


5 




4 


" -)> 


■ ■\\ 


'50 


1 


5 . • 


5 , 


3 


• -v - \ ^ 




60-over 








1 





Teachers not included in this table did not .respond to the demographic 



questions Ih^t least pne category. 
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The responses to the questionnaire were initially analyzed via a principal ^ 
components, analysis, ilhe rt)?sults confirmed the results reported by Hall and 
Rutherford (1975) which indicated that thoro were suven areaa of concern. 
These were identified by the authors of this paper as;' 

1. Information Concerns . ^ * 
2» Collaboration Concerns - ^ * 

' ' 3. Concerns with Student Outcomes * 
4. Concerns about Lack of Knowledge 
: " 5. Time and Energy Concerns ^ 

6. Implementation and Revision Concerns ^ 

7. NegativiSTu. ^ ' ' > 

Items loading highly on the information factor deal |:^with .the cor\cerns ^ 
the teachers had about how' their roles would ch|||^^^^a result of these 
programs. Responses stating that these items were v^ry true of them would 
indicate the desire for further information • Some 4.tems which loade'd N 
-highly oq_Jthi» factor were: / 



1. I would like to know what use these programs Will have in 
the immediate future. , * 

2. I would li^e to have more informatfon oh the time and energy 
•require^ by these programs. ^ • . ^ 

. 3. I would like to know how ray role will change when I ara u^ing \ 
these programs. ^ ' / 

The collaboration component dealt wl^h the desire to communicate with 

other teachers aSout the program"; These concerns fncxuded bo'th a ^J^ire. 



J 



a^out 



to exchange ideas and also to teach others about the program.; 

Factor three dealt with concerns about how the program was affecting 

■ . n 

the students. It also tapped the concern teachers had^ about the students' 



.attitudes to the program. ^ 
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The items relating to lack of' knowledge all indicated that* the 
teachers *did not ^ally. know what these programs were. Examples of 
.these Ite^ a^: / 

1. I don't know what these programs are/>i. 

2^1 have limited knowJ.edge of these programs. • 

3> Although I don't know about these programs I am concerned 
about things in this area. 

The fifth factor was concerned with the uime and energy requirements 
of the programs. These items dealt with the feeling that the programs^ v^fere 
addiog to an already full day. } ' ' 

Items loading highly on the implementation and Revision component dealt 
,with concerns about who makes decision^. The^also dealt with how input 
might be made into the system. ' \ 

The factor labeled as negativ^ism had twb items which loaded highly 0n 
it. These were: ^ 

1. I am not interested in learning about these program^. 

2. I know approaches that might wwritA^etter. A 

I ■ . ■ > . • 

It was felt that this indicated a negative attitude and almost hostility toward 
these programs. . . • 
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The mean score on the information factor was li^.290.1 This indicates 
that the teachers were concemed^bout What these programs would require of 



DISCUSSION . • ; 

It should be recalled that the teachers were asked to respond to these 

• s 

items on a Viine-point scale; The endpoints of this scale are (1) not true 
of me and (3) very ^ue of me. The factor means were resfcaled so that 
they might be interpreted in a similar manner as the original acale. The 
results were discussed in relation to the Dallas situation. 

is^.290.ri 

them and how other * faculty members were handling them. In^the DISD teachers 
in one school seldom have the opportunity .to formally interact with 
teachers in another school . on matters that concern compensat;ory education , 
programs. At best the teachers are brought together to receive instruction 
from project management personnel as to the implemen^atioa of these programs. 
^Generally this is done in fairly large groups that does not allow for inter- 
action on the part of the teacherd. In addition^ teachers are seldom, if 
ever, asked if they desire .to use these programs. In most cases the advan- 
tages of these programs are not explained to the teachers. The responses ^ 
to items in Factor 1 indicate the teachers do have a desire to interact as 
well as learn more about the programs. ^ 

The second factor Itapped the area of collaboration. The ,f actor itiean 



waa 4.022. The items w^ich load' hlg^y on this it^ gm j irffgcgd from items 
which concerned themsel\^es with interaction in Factor 1. The items loading 
on Factor 2 involved worlking actively with other faculty to spread the use • 
of these programs. A mean of 4^022 indicates that teachers were responding 
^ this item on the lower endtof the scale indicatinfg that it was^ not true 
f then.^ This« may relate to the teachers'^ lack of confiden<ierTn*^fle programs 



V or their feeling that there are too many programs to become actively 
Involved in any of them. Jn either case the responses indicated a fairly 
low degree of concern for actively disseminating thesto programs. 

The mean score on the student outcomes factor was 6.058. This indicates 
that the degree of concern was on the high end of the scale. One should 
^^ecall tvi^ these were teachers in, Title I schools. ' Therefore, they wer% 
working with students who have been targeted as needing supplementary - 
programs to aid them in their studies. Although there was an indication of 
concern in the area bf student outcomes it seems to be lower than what one 
might expect. That is, the teachers indicated that student otitcomfes wete 
a moderate rather than a high concern. It w6uld seem^ thAt if these programs 
had greater acceptance concerns with student outcomes would be higher. 

Items loading on factor 4 indicated teachers' concerns that they had 
limited knowledge of these programs. The mean score oft this ifactpr was 2.980, 
Indicating that teachers felt that this was generally not trueof them. 
However, this mean was not as low as what one might have expect;ed given that 
the respondents had been teaching these programs for almost ^an entire school ' 
year. This again points out that some problems exist , the implomentation 
of these programs. , ' - i 

'Th^tim^ and energy factor had a mean score of 6.168. This reflects a 
concemv^n^he part of the teachers about being able to handle all the thingb 
that were being asked of them, ^'his feeling is probdbly based on the fact 
that thjBy could legitimately claimfto be overburdened by the number of 



programs whlclu they were called upon to teach. 

Factor six dealt with implementation and revision decisloi^s. These 
Items dealt with such decisions as revising the instructional approach used 
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4 ' ' 

In these programs and modifying the prsgram based on- the experiences of 
their students. The mean score <$n this factor ^as 6.389.' This can be 
contrasted with a mean of ^,024 on tfh^ollaboration factor. - Although 
they were interested in modifying the programs they were not interested 
In* collaborating with others to disseminate it. A possible expl^hation 
of this is, given the teachers* frustration with the programs, they 
were concerned in participating in anything that migh(^alleviate the 
burden of these prbgrsuns. This wduld be the case in t|^e revision factor 
but would not be in the collaboration factor. 



Factor sev^n tapped negative feelings tewarda th^ programs. This 
factor had a mean of A.j}43. The responses to this factor. were in the 
midrange of * the concern scales. In view of the responses for the other 
factors, the response to this one raa^ be considered almost positive if 
only because it was not hlghe^. ' 



1 



* ' CONCLUSIONS 

Interpretation of the reljuits In Ugh\ of the DTSD situation indicates 
that emphasis^ needs to be placed on revising the tiethod in which programs, 
are implemented. Greater concern must be placed on keeping the number ot 
programs in a* given classroom at a manageable level. The frustration that 
this is causing appears to have effected the responses in •fljjll the areas of 
concern making them le^s than optimal. Additionally -more emphasis must be 
placed in' staff development. This could alleviate th.e teachers' ignorance 
about certain parts of the program and provid^e for better implementation. 
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